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Abstract
This article addresses the normative potential of the principle of sustainability to integrate
the rules, principles, and procedures of international law applicable in the Arctic, so that
Arctic international law can be posited more holistically and systematically. The holistic
and integrative approach towards international law is particularly called for in the context
of the Arctic, as the inextricable interconnectedness between its changing natural environ-
ments, its societal particularities, and its economic and industrial potential is the fundamental
characteristic of the Arctic. In line with the purpose of the special issue, this article takes up a
harder case of sustainability, in addressing Arctic mineral resource development. This article
posits the principle of sustainability as a principle with an integrative function operating behind
the primary norms relating to resource development at the international law level. In response
to the claim of fragmented nature of the law at issue, this article calls for an academic exami-
nation into the normative function of the sustainability principle to forge the relevant
and evolving norms applicable in the specific context of the Arctic mineral resource develop-
ment towards an integral, coherent whole. This aim will be pursued using the analytical meth-
odology employed by the International LawCommission’s (ILC) work on the “fragmentation of
international law” (2006) and the “principle of integration” as identified by the International
Law Association’s (ILA) work on the international law relating to sustainable development
(2002–12). Finally, as an initial attempt to articulate the legal reasoning for such integration,
this article examines the legal institution of environmental impact assessment (EIA) as a tool to
present a holistic view of the international law on Arctic mineral resource development.
Introduction
This article addresses the normative potential of the principle of sustainability to integrate the
rules, principles, and procedures of international law applicable in the Arctic. The purpose of
this article is to propose a theoretical framework in which, through the sustainability principle,
international law relevant to the Arctic can be posited more holistically and systematically. The
holistic and integrative approach towards international law is particularly called for in the con-
text of the Arctic, as the inextricable interconnectedness between and amongst factors such as its
nature; ecosystem and resources; human, cultural, and societal particularities; economic and
industrial developments; and scientific and traditional knowledge is the fundamental character-
istic of the Arctic (Inagaki & Shibata, 2018). In fact, this interconnectedness poses a challenge
as well as reflects a strength in envisioning effective Arctic social systems, including the
international legal system for the Arctic. In line with the purpose of this special issue on
“International Law for Sustainability in Arctic Resource Development,” this article takes up
a harder case of sustainability, in addressing Arctic mineral resource development. The term
“mineral resources” encompasses all non-living natural non-renewable resources, including
fossil fuels, and metallic and non-metallic minerals.
It has been said that “there are already vast amounts of international hard and soft-law appli-
cable in the [Arctic] region that influence how natural resources are managed”; however, “the
multi-faceted governance landscape of Arctic natural resources is very fragmented, which calls
for increasing scholarly efforts at thinking how to build synergies” (Koivurova, 2016, 364).
This article is a response to such a call for a more synergetic examination of international
law relating to Arctic resource development, exploring the possibility of horizontal synergies,
or integration, of relevant norms of international law at the normative level. This article posits
sustainability as a principle with an integrative function operating behind the primary norms
relating to resource development at the international law level. This article calls for the academic
examination of the normative function of the sustainability prin-
ciple to forge the relevant and evolving norms applicable in the spe-
cific context of Arctic mineral resource development towards an
integral, coherent whole, in response to the characterisation of
the law at issue as fragmented.
After ascertaining the sustainability narrative relating to Arctic
mineral resources, this article first identifies precisely the frag-
mented nature of relevant international law in the area of Arctic
resource development. In response to such a claim of fragmented
nature of the law at issue, this article examines the analytical
methodology of the United Nations International Law
Commission (ILC) in its work on the “fragmentation of
international law” and then the principle of integration identified
by the International Law Association (ILA) as one element of
the principles relating to sustainable development. Based on such
an examination, this article posits the principle of sustainability
with such an integrative function. Finally, as an initial attempt
to articulate the legal reasoning for such integration, this article
examines the legal institution of environmental impact assessment
(EIA) as a tool to present holistically the international law on
Arctic mineral resource development.
This article presents a general legal framework within which an
integrative approach to international law relevant to Arctic
resource development could be posited, while other articles in this
special issue address specific international legal regimes, such as
environmental law or trade law, to achieve sustainable Arctic
resource development in an integral manner.
Arctic mineral resources and sustainability narratives
The Arctic region is complex as it is often perceived as a resource
development frontier with a long history of resource exploitation.
Indeed, according to the much-quoted figures of the 2009 US
Geological Survey study (Gautier et al., 2009), the Arctic could
potentially contain approximately 13% of the world’s undiscov-
ered oil reserves and 30% of undiscovered natural gas resources.
Climate change has accelerated the melting of ice and subsequent
resource development in the Arctic, so the conundrum of trying to
balance economic development, environmental protection, and
human/social concerns is felt evenmore deeply in the Arctic region
(Koivurova, 2017; Koivurova & Hossain, 2012).
The concept of sustainability has been reflected in the
national mining policies and laws of many Arctic States (Kokko,
Buanes, Koivurova, Masloboev, & Pettersson, 2015; Langhelle,
Blindheim, & Øygarden, 2008), but the precise normative implica-
tions of these policies and laws in the specific Arctic context have
not been clear. The consideration of concrete implications of
sustainable mineral resource development for the Arctic has been
an important agenda for Arctic international co-operation to date
(Petrov et al., 2017). The 1991 Arctic Environment Protection
Strategy, the first intergovernmental Arctic-wide cooperative
scheme, noted that “the use of natural resources is an important
activity of Arctic nations,” and, therefore, “the Strategy should
allow for sustainable economic development in the north so that
such development does not have unacceptable ecological or
cultural impacts” (AEPS, 1991). By 1996, the eight Arctic States
and indigenous representatives came to recognise the need to inte-
grate the Strategy’s environmental programmes “with Arctic
economics and social initiatives to uphold the principles of sustain-
able development” (Inuvik Declaration, 1996). The Ottawa
Declaration on the Establishment of the Arctic Council brought
to the fore the commitment of the eight Arctic States to
“sustainable development in the Arctic region, including economic
and social development, improved health conditions and cultural
well-being” and established a Sustainable Development Working
Group (SDWG) (Ottawa Declaration, 1996). The mandate of
SDWG is to adopt steps to be taken by the Arctic States to advance
sustainable development in the Arctic by improving the environ-
mental, economic, and social conditions of Arctic communities
(Arctic Council, 1998). The 2017 SDWG Strategic Framework
upgraded this mandate into one of the guiding principles of
the SDWG by recognising “the fundamental interconnectedness
between the economic, social, and environmental pillars of sustain-
able development” to achieve holistic stewardship in the Arctic
(Arctic Council, 2017a).
What is unique about the SDWGmandate is its emphasis on the
perspective of local communities and Indigenous Peoples. The
2017 Strategic Framework eloquently reiterated this SDWG focus
on peoples, in particular, Indigenous Peoples who have lived in the
Arctic since time immemorial, by promoting the “vibrancy of the
region’s peoples, cultures, and values and strengthen[ing] the resil-
ience, capacity and well-being of the Arctic’s richest resource, its
people” (Arctic Council, 2017b). This emphasis on peoples’ needs
under the Arctic sustainability narrative corresponds to and even
epitomises the paradigm shift in the global sustainability narrative
since the Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable Development
(United Nations, 2002) that tilted the balance in favour of a varia-
tion on sustainable development centred on social well-being
(Humrich, 2017; Tladi, 2007, 35–37).
The Arctic sustainability narrative focussing on the needs
of local communities and Indigenous Peoples has been incorpo-
rated into Arctic Council documents relating to mineral resource
development. Updating its 1997 Guidelines, the Working Group
on Protection of Arctic Marine Environment (PAME) drafted
its 2002 version of the Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines in
an attempt to incorporate the principles of sustainable develop-
ment (Arctic Council, 2002). In the guidelines, the principle of
sustainable development was identified as one of the three general
principles (along with the precautionary principle and polluter
pays principle), but the specific commitments requested were of
environmental nature, such as the protection of biodiversity,
prevention of pollution, protection of the marine environment,
and minimisation of environmental impacts.
This was significantly improved in the 2009 version of the
Guidelines (Arctic Council, 2009). First, the principle of sustain-
able development now includes, in addition to its environmental
aspects, the integration of social concerns into all development
processes (in this case, Arctic offshore oil and gas development)
and broad public participation in decision-making. Second, the
section on Arctic Communities, Indigenous Peoples, Sustainability
and Conservation of Flora and Fauna has been upgraded and posi-
tioned before the section on EIAs. In the Sustainability section,
the Arctic States are urged to pursue regulatory and political struc-
tures that allow for the participation of Indigenous Peoples and
other local residents in the decision-making process. This language
is strengthened from the 2002 version, which called only
for “meaningful participation.” Finally, taking the language from
the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples (UNDRIP), the 2009 Guidelines urged the Arctic States
to consult and cooperate with the Indigenous Peoples concerned
through their own representative institutions in order to under-
stand and integrate their needs and concerns with any project
affecting their lands or territories and other resources in connec-
tion with Arctic oil and gas development (Baker, 2013).
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In 2011, the SDWG drafted the Circumpolar Information Guide
on Mining for Indigenous Peoples and Northern Communities with
the aim to “increase the ability of Indigenous Peoples and residents
of northern communities to understand, influence and participate
in mining-related processes in order to maximise benefits and
minimise negative effects on their lives, culture, land and the envi-
ronment” (Arctic Council, 2011). While noting that mineral-
extractive activities in the Arctic region represent a significant
portion of the economic activities of the Arctic countries, the docu-
ment explicitly recognises that the Indigenous and northern com-
munities are “central stakeholders for a sustainable Arctic.”
The Arctic sustainability narrative directs us to explore the
normative potential of the principle of sustainability to integrate
the applicable rules of international law so as to promote the par-
ticipatory role of local communities and Indigenous Peoples in
Arctic mineral resource development. The question is how such
integration can be constructed at the international normative level.
International legal framework for sustainable resource
development in the Arctic
International law on mineral resource development is predicated
on the principle of permanent sovereignty of States over all their
natural resources and economic activities, as pronounced by the
United Nations Charter on Economic Rights and Duties of States
(United Nations, 1974). This simple pronouncement, reflecting
customary international law, requires some legal precision. First,
the resources and economic activities over which the States exer-
cise permanent sovereignty are those located in their territories,
including their land, their internal waters, and their territorial seas,
as identified and delimited by international law. In addition, under
the international law of the sea, the coastal States exercise sovereign
rights over their continental shelves for the purpose of exploring
and exploiting natural resources found there. Sincemost of the cur-
rent and foreseeable future developments of Arctic mineral resour-
ces occur within the territories and offshore areas of the Arctic
States, the permanent sovereignty/sovereign right of the Arctic
State, where mineral resources are deposited and developed, pro-
vides a basic legal framework to explore the normative potential of
the sustainability principle in integrating relevant rules of
international law applicable to the Arctic.
Second, the right holder of permanent sovereignty over Arctic
resources, according to the 1974 Economic Charter, is the State.
Normally, this term does not pose a problem of identifying an
entity legally justified to claim the right of permanent sovereignty
over natural resources under international law. It is noteworthy,
however, that the United Nations Declaration on Permanent
Sovereignty over Natural Resources provided “the right of peoples
and nations to permanent sovereignty” drawing a clear legal
distinction between the colonial states of the time and the right
of peoples who would have had the right of self-determination
to become States (United Nations, 1962). In the context of the
Arctic, this distinction between States and peoples exercising
their right of external self-determination remains particularly
relevant in the case of Greenland, with its unique historical and
legal developments (Johnstone, 2020). Beyond that, the Inuit
Circumpolar Council (ICC) declared that “[r]esource develop-
ments in [their respective traditional territories] must be grounded
in the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples” (ICC, 2009; ICC, 2011). This legal claim of the Arctic
Indigenous Peoples directly relates to our main argument below
on the normative potential of the sustainability principle to
integrate relevant rules of international law in the specific context
of Arctic interconnectedness.
The right of the Arctic States to permanent sovereignty over
their mineral resources is constrained by corresponding duties
under international law (Schrijver, 1997), but mostly in transboun-
dary contexts of resources shared by two or more States or indus-
trial activities with risks of transboundary harm (Barral, 2016).
Moreover, such global environmental concerns as climate change,
loss of biodiversity, and marine pollution translate into general
obligations of State Parties under applicable treaty regimes but
are usually couched in discretionary language such as “as far as
possible and as appropriate” (CBD, 1992, Art.8). Therefore, as
Barral points out, “it seems difficult to discern the existence of a
general obligation on States to protect their own environment or
to exploit their natural resources in a domestic context in a sustain-
able manner” (Barral, 2016, 23). More particularly, oil and gas
development andmining activities have been identified as the areas
of law where “most important regulatory tools remain national”
(Talus, 2016, 249), and “from the perspective of international
law, there is no comprehensive regulation of mining” (Kidd,
2016, 327). These statements in effect describe the current legal
situation surrounding sustainable mineral resource development
in the Arctic as still dominated by State permanent sovereignty
over natural resources, with limited constraints by obligations of
discretionary nature arising from customary international law
and applicable treaties (Jakobsen, 2014). This legal situation, how-
ever, does not signify a lacuna in international law for Arctic
resource development.
At this point, it is essential to explore the question of the “frag-
mented” nature of the current legal framework on Arctic resource
development. First, the relevant customary laws are constantly
evolving and could tighten the discretion of States in exercising
their right of permanent sovereignty/sovereign right to develop
mineral resources. For example, the ILA, a world-leading academic
body with the objective of clarifying and developing international
law has declared as follows in 2002:
“Principle 1.2: States are under a duty to manage natural resources, includ-
ing natural resources within their own territory or jurisdiction, in a rational,
sustainable, and safe way so as to contribute to the development of their
peoples, with particular regard for the rights of indigenous peoples, and
to the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources and the
protection of the environment, including ecosystems.” (ILA, 2002)
This statement was further supplemented by a guiding statement
in 2012 to the effect that “as a matter of common concern, the
sustainable use of all natural resources represents an emerging
rule of general customary law, with particular normative precision
identifiable with respect to shared and common natural resources”
(ILA, 2012, para. 3). Would it then be possible to discern
the “commonality of interests” (Barral, 2016, 18) in the Arctic legal
community that would legitimise the emergence of such rules as to
constrain State permanent sovereignty even in non-transboundary
contexts?
Another example is that of emerging customary obligations to
conduct EIAs. In 2010, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in
its judgement on the Pulp Mills case declared that, although still in
the transboundary contexts, a requirement to undertake an EIA is a
customary obligation but added that the specific scope and content
of such an assessment would be left for States to determine (ICJ,
2010, paras. 204–205). In the Arctic context, the Guidelines on
Environmental Impact Assessment in the Arctic were developed
in 1997 under the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy,
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and the eight Arctic States agreed to apply them (Alta Declaration,
1997, para. 4). According to Koivurova, this document “provides
Arctic-specific guidance on how to conduct safe and sound natural
resource exploitation in the Arctic” (Koivurova, 2016, 357). In
2019, the Arctic Council SDWG completed its work on the
Good Practices for Environmental Impact Assessment and
Meaningful Engagement in the Arctic (Arctic Council, 2019),
and the eight Arctic States encouraged their practical application
in large-scale development projects in the Arctic (Soini, 2019).
Can such Arctic-specific guidance and practices be considered
as constituting the specific scope and content of EIA that the
Arctic States determined to be applicable to Arctic mineral
resource development?
A further example is the general due diligence obligations of
States over their private actors undertaking industrial activities
so as not to cause transboundary adverse effects. Again, through
international jurisprudence, both the precise content and scope
of “due”-ness of diligence have been clarified and strengthened
(Bankes, 2020). In the Arctic context, the Arctic Council has
encouraged “enterprises operating in the Arctic to respect
international guidelines and principles” relating to corporate social
responsibility (Kiruna Declaration, 2013). The best business prac-
tices for earning “social license to operate” mining in the Arctic
have also been elaborated by the Responsible Resource
Development Working Group of the Arctic Economic Council
(AEC) (AEC, 2019; Harland, 2019). The Arctic Investment
Protocol, which provides a framework of responsible investment
and good business practices in the Arctic, was drafted by the
2016 meeting of the World Economic Forum (Davos) and
subsequently endorsed by the AEC in 2017 (Lim, 2020). Do these
guidelines and practices inform the substantive content of the
due diligence obligation of States in the specific context of
Arctic mineral resource development?
Second, treaty-based general obligations could also evolve
through jurisprudence and Parties’ practice. For example, the
South China Sea arbitral award (merit) recently confirmed
the obligations relating to the protection and preservation of the
marine environment as provided in Part XII of the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS, Arts.
192–237) “apply to all States with respect to marine environment
in all maritime areas, both inside the national jurisdiction of States
and beyond it” (PCA, 2016, para. 940). This clarification is particu-
larly significant for our discussion because the marine pollution
and harmful changes that trigger States’ obligations of assessment,
prevention, and control under the Convention do not presuppose
transboundary effects and are applicable in all maritime areas.
Under the Convention, the obligations of States to take all mea-
sures necessary to prevent, reduce, and control pollution from
installations and devices used in exploration or exploitation
of natural resources of the sea bed and subsoil shall include
establishing global and regional rules, standards, and recom-
mended practices and procedures (UNCLOS, Art.194(3)(c) and
Art.208(5)). In the Arctic context, the Ministers of the eight
Arctic States endorsed Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas Guidelines
drafted and updated twice by PAME (Arctic Council, 2009).
In 2013, the same eight Arctic States signed the Agreement on
Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response
in the Arctic, with detailed non-binding operational guidelines that
could be further developed and modified by the Parties (MOPPR
Agreement, 2013). Can these instruments be considered as Arctic-
specific regional rules and recommended practices as required by
UNCLOS (Churchill, 2015, 164–174)?
Finally, it is said that international law related to Indigenous
Peoples has had an “influence” on how natural resources are being
exploited in the Arctic (Koivurova, 2016, 360–361). Both the ILO
Convention No.169 (ILO, 1989) and international practice and
jurisprudence recognise the rights of Indigenous Peoples, includ-
ing a requirement of free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) over
natural resource development undertaken in their traditional ter-
ritories, have been cited as applicable international law. The rights
of Indigenous Peoples are now reflected in the United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (United Nations,
2007). What is the precise normative extent of such “influence”
in relation to the overarching permanent sovereignty of States over
their natural resources and their economic activities in the Arctic
(Åhrén, 2014)?
In other words, the above examination has left unanswered the
question of the normative relationships, if any, between and
amongst the Arctic-specific normative developments, both hard
and soft law, on the one hand, and the evolving general
international legal framework on mineral resource development,
on the other. This normative disconnectedness can be described
as “fragmentation.”
From fragmentation to interrelationships
As explained in the Introduction, this article does not address
specific areas of international law to achieve sustainable resource
development in the Arctic in an integral manner. There is already
a wealth of such academic research, for example, in the areas of
international law regulating EIA in the Arctic (Koivurova, 2002;
Koivurova, 2008; Sander, 2016); international law regulating
Arctic offshore oil and gas development (Johnstone, 2015);
international law of the rights of Indigenous Peoples as to
natural resources in the Arctic (Åhrén, 2016, 214–218; Bankes,
2010); and, more recently, international trade regulations to
achieve Arctic sustainable development (Chong, 2019;
Kobayashi, 2020).
Instead, this article aims to establish a theoretical framework or
a general framework of legal reasoning capable of positing the
Arctic international law on resource development more holistically
and systematically. For such an aim, the methodological approach
taken by the United Nations International Law Commission
(ILC), which addressed the problématique of “fragmentation of
international law,” is useful (ILC, 2006). The ILC’s study dealt with
the so-called proliferation of treaty regimes and examined legal sol-
utions in resolving potential conflicts between such treaty regimes.
As briefly described above, the current state of international law
around Arctic resource development rarely raises such conflicts
in applicable treaty regimes. On the other hand, in the context
of Arctic resource law, it is useful to follow the ILC’s analytical
approach, first, to seek “relationships” between and amongst the
relevant international legal norms, and, then, to examine the
normative function of general principles as well as “general
frames” of legal reasoning (Id., para. 469) to construct a coherent
understanding of them.
Utilising the ILC’s norm-relationshipmatrix of general versus spe-
cial norms, earlier versus later norms, andmore important versus nor-
mal norms, the development of the international legal regime of
Arctic resource development may be characterised as follows:
(1) It is overwhelmingly controlled by general norms of customary
and treaty law dating back to the 1970s (permanent sover-
eignty) and the 1980s (law of the sea);
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(2) Regionally based special norms of soft law nature have been
developing since the 1990s, particularly in the area of Arctic
environmental protection; and
(3) Important general norms relating to Indigenous Peoples have
entered the Arctic legal discourse since the 2000s.
This is, of course, an oversimplification but still serves as a useful
general frame to examine the normative interrelationships in this
area. First, the more specific and later norms of Arctic environ-
mental protection do not purport to be a regional exception to
or derogation from the general international law of resource devel-
opment (ILC, 2006, para. 211) but rather an application or elabo-
ration of it (Id., para. 98). In such instances, what would be
important is not the soft nature of the instruments but the actual
State practice that would effectuate the elaboration of general law
in the specific context of the region, in this case, in the Arctic.
Second, the ILC brought to light an “important practice that
gives effect to the informal sense that some norms are more impor-
tant than other norms [ : : : ], and those important norms should be
given effect to” (Id., para. 327). The legal vocabulary, according to
the ILC, that gives expression to such important norms are the con-
cepts of jus cogens and obligations erga omnes. The ICJ, the prin-
cipal judicial organ of the United Nations, has declared that the
respect for the right to self-determination of the peoples of non-
self-governing territories (ICJ, 1995, para. 29; ICJ, 2019, para.
180) and those under foreign occupation (ICJ, 2004, paras. 155–
156) is an obligation erga omnes. Although these authoritative pro-
nouncements do not directly relate to Indigenous Peoples, the
international law on self-determination itself is evolving as to both
its subjects and its substantive content (Cambou, 2020). Indeed,
the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples, although non-legally binding, explicitly recognises the
right of Indigenous Peoples to self-determination as well as other
rights that are based on it (United Nations, 2007, Arts. 3 and 4).
These normative developments attest at a minimum to the “impor-
tance” of the rights of Indigenous Peoples recognised under
international law in relation to other norms of international law
on mineral resource development.
In constructing the holistic understanding of those relationships
amongst relevant norms of Arctic resource development, the ILC’s
study sees the relationships as part of a “system.” In other words, the
legal reasoning to understand the relationships and interrelation-
ships of seemingly random rules, decisions, or behavioural patterns
must be the “operation of a whole that is directed toward some
human objective” (ILC, 2006, paras. 32–34). In the present case,
the objective is to achieve sustainable mineral resource development
in the Arctic. The examination above on the Arctic narrative on
mineral resource development showed recognition by the Arctic
community of the fundamental interconnectedness between the
economic, social, and environmental pillars of sustainable develop-
ment in the Arctic, with an increasing emphasis on the participatory
role of local communities and Indigenous Peoples.
This leads to the second phase of analysis on the normative
function of general principles to coherently understand the inter-
relationships of relevant norms of Arctic mineral resource develop-
ment, with a clear objective of achieving sustainable development
in the Arctic.
Towards integration: The principle of sustainability
Amore in-depth discussion of the principle(s) of sustainable devel-
opment as such being beyond the scope of this paper, the aim of
this article is limited to finding a general principle and/or general
frame of legal reasoning “in the background” (ILC, 2006, para. 30)
of the relevant norms of Arctic mineral resource development that
will assist us in constructing them in a holistic and coherent man-
ner.Moreover, achieving sustainable development or a factual state
of sustainable development as a political objective should be
distinguished from norms or principles relating to sustainable
development under international law. Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) are the former genre, whereas the principles declared
by the ILA in 2002 are the principles the application of which
“would be instrumental in pursuing the objective of sustainable
development” (ILA, 2002). This article is interested in this
latter genre.
Along with some substantive principles, one of them being the
principle of sustainable use of natural resources as cited above, the
ILA’s New Delhi Declaration of Principles of International Law
relating to Sustainable Development contains the “principle of inte-
gration and interrelationship” which, by reason of its sheer title,
is particularly relevant for the present discussion.
• Principle 7.1 The principle of integration reflects the inter-
dependence of social, economic, financial, environmental, and
human rights aspects of principles and rules of international
law relating to sustainable development as well as of the inter-
dependence of the needs of current and future generations of
humankind.
• Principle 7.4 In their interpretation and application, the above
(six) principles are interrelated and each of them should be con-
strued in the context of the other principles of this Declaration.
Nothing in this Declaration shall be construed as prejudicing in
any manner the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations
and the rights of peoples under that Charter.
The principle of integration within the context of sustainable
development thus involves two levels. The first is the mandate
to integrate economic, social, and environmental aspects (objec-
tives, priorities, interests, concerns, etc.) in implementing the
relevant principles and rules of international law. This involves
integration at the factual level in legal implementation or in the
decision-making phase. The second is the mandate to integrate
the relevant norms of international law at the normative level in
constructing, interpreting, and applying them (Barral & Dupuy,
2015). It is the latter level of normative integration when,
in Iron Rhine Railway arbitration, the Permanent Court of
Arbitration said that “[e]nvironmental law and the law on develop-
ment stand not as alternative but are mutually reinforcing, integral
concepts” (PCA, 2005, para. 59). This is also sometimes called “the
principle of reconciliation” (Weeramantry, 1997).
Either integrative or reconciliatory, this principle identifies a
normative function operating behind and/or in-between the pri-
mary norms of behaviour, whose function is to inform, coordinate,
adjust, and/or even modify the way the primary norms are created,
interpreted, and applied. This is in essence what Vaughan Lowe
called an interstitial norm, which will “exercise a very great influ-
ence on the [international legal] system” (Lowe, 2000, 217). Its
normative force of integration does not depend on its acceptance
by States, but rather on its clear and coherent articulation in
its legal reasoning (Lowe, 1999, 35). Thus, the principle of integra-
tion can also be characterised as a general framework of legal
reasoning. The interstitial function of the principle of integration,
however, has a direction, a clear objective to achieve sustainable
development (Barral, 2012). Since the political objectives of
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sustainable development vary with time, place (nationally,
regionally, and globally), and issues (climate change, resource
development, etc.) (PramGad& Strandsbjerg, 2019), the operation
of the principle of integration would also be specific to the context
(Cordonier Segger & Khalfan, 2004, 106). The principle with
such an integrative function operating behind the primary norms
relating to resource development at the international law level
could be called the “principle of sustainability”. It is submitted that
the academic examination of the normative function of the
sustainability principle to forge the relevant and evolving norms
applicable in the specific context of Arctic mineral resource devel-
opment towards an integral, coherent whole is now called for, in
response to the claim of fragmented nature of the law at issue.
As an initial attempt to articulate the integrative function of
the sustainability principle in the context of Arctic mineral
resource development, two additional insights should be men-
tioned. The first is integration at a knowledge level. Because the
Arctic represents one of the most rapidly changing natural as well
as social environments given the effect of climate change, it is
extremely important to take into account the “new norms and
standards [that] have been developed [ : : : ] [o]wing to new scien-
tific insights and [ : : : ] a growing awareness of the risks” (ICJ,
1997, para. 140). The inter-temporal aspect of this statement
relates to the establishment of a relationship amongst norms as dis-
cussed above (ILC, 2006, para. 475 − 478), whereas the integration
of the newest scientific knowledge and societal awareness, as iden-
tified through social science and humanities studies, into the sus-
tainability discourse is novel. Of course, these new scientific
insights and growing awareness of the risks in the Arctic might
already be incorporated into the preferences and expectations of
the Arctic community, which form the political objectives of the
normative exercise of integration through the principle of sustain-
ability. However, an identification of the newest knowledge as an
independent element in the sustainability discourse, it is submit-
ted, should be retained particularly in the context of Arctic
resource development (Bertelsen & Justinussen, 2016).
Second, the ILA’s Sofia Guiding Statements and its 2012 report
suggest certain international legal institutions, if properly designed
for the specific objective, could promote the integration of relevant
norms, and cite the EIA regime as “one of the most powerful
integrative tools currently available” (ILA, 2012, 864). The
ILA focussed on the role of EIA in integrating developmental
and environmental concerns in project-level decision-making
processes (ILA, 2006), thus, at the factual level of integration in
our denomination. However, a closer look at EIA as a legal insti-
tution does provide a useful hint in articulating the integrative
function of the sustainability principle at the normative level, par-
ticularly in the specific context of Arctic resource development.
Articulating integration through EIA for Arctic resource
development
The international legal regime of EIA is founded on a normative
structure that connects the legal institution of EIA with other
international procedural norms such as notification and consulta-
tion; with substantive international environmental norms such
as prevention, due diligence, and precaution; with global environ-
mental norms under, for example, the Convention on Biological
Diversity, Climate Change regimes, and the law of the sea
(Craik, 2015); with individual rights such as public participation
and human rights (Boyle, 2011); and with international financing
and investment norms (Viñuales, 2012). The obligation to
undertake EIA is firmly situated within the framework of legal
principles relating to sustainable development, being enunciated
in Principle 17 of the United Nations Rio Declaration on
Environment and Development (United Nations, 1992) and in
Principle 4.2 of the ILA New Delhi Declaration (ILA, 2002). As
such, in addition to being itself a norm of customary international
law, the regime of EIA, at the international normative level, can
function as a conceptual tool to identify the relevant norms of
international law applicable to a particular genre of economic
activity or policy and to frame legal reasoning that would poten-
tially integrate the relevant norms of international law in order
to pursue the objective of sustainable development. The present
case examines Arctic mineral resource development, and the
required examination is to articulate the integrative reasoning of
the sustainability principle through the normative structure of
the Arctic EIA.
The 1997 Arctic EIA Guidelines (Alta Declaration, 1997) and
the 2019 Arctic EIA Good Practices (Arctic Council, 2019) are
examined to tease out legal reasoning that would provide a general
frame or direction towards the integration of relevant norms of
international law in Arctic resource development. For such an
exercise, as explained above, it does not matter whether the docu-
ments at hand are legally binding or not.
First, it is clear that these documents are based on the recogni-
tion of “commonality of interests” amongst the Arctic States and
their peoples for the need of specific international norms that take
into account the unique Arctic natural environment as well as the
social and cultural aspects of the peoples in the Arctic. It is particu-
larly noteworthy that the recommended practices for EIA in those
documents do not presuppose transboundary harm but are based
on the specificity of the Arctic as one and integral region. The 2019
Good Practices document is explicit in its relevance to large-scale
economic projects, including mineral resource development.
These premises provide a strong rationale for potential normative
development that would further constrain State permanent sover-
eignty in the case of Arctic mineral resource development. Second,
the normative structure of recommendedArctic EIA calls for a pre-
cautionary approach, particularly because of the scientific uncer-
tainties in relation to Arctic environmental and social baseline
criteria. This may be the basis for introducing a precautionary
approach in making, interpreting, and applying relevant norms
of international law relating to Arctic mineral resource develop-
ment. At the same time, the normative structure of the recom-
mended Arctic EIA does not enjoin economic development,
particularly the economic development of the peoples in the
Arctic, unless the international hard-law thresholds of significant
transboundary harm would be likely. This may be the basis for the
application of the “weaker” version of the prevention principle
applicable in the Arctic, similar to the normative structure of
domestic EIA (Craik, 2015).
Third, the normative structure of the recommended Arctic
EIA emphasises public participation, especially the participation
of Indigenous Peoples because it is particularly important in the
context of the Arctic to assess the social and cultural impacts as
well as to incorporate local and traditional knowledge in the assess-
ment process. The 1997 Guidelines define traditional knowledge as
“accumulated knowledge held by Indigenous peoples on the Arctic
environment, and the management of its resources for present and
future generations.” At the same time, the two documents stop
short of explicitly referring to their right to self-determination
or any of the specific Indigenous rights arising from such recogni-
tion, such as FPIC. Normative importance is attached to the
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incorporation of their knowledge, rather than their right to partici-
pate in decision-making. The 2019 Good Practices documentmen-
tions social impact assessment (SIA), but not in the indigenous-
specific context and is somehow detached from rights such as
FPIC. Considering the claims by Indigenous Peoples in the
Arctic as exemplified in the two declarations by the ICC, as men-
tioned above, the legal reasoning to integrate human and indige-
nous rights under international law into the law of Arctic mineral
resource development may require further articulation beyond the
examination of EIA as a legal institution (Cassotta & Mazzo, 2015;
Johnstone & Hansen, 2020).
Conclusion
The Arctic regions are characterised by the fundamental inter-
connectedness of the economic, social, and environmental pillars
of sustainable development; however, the current state of inter-
national law of Arctic mineral resource development is fragmented,
in the sense that the Arctic-specific normative developments, on the
one hand, and the evolving general international legal framework on
mineral resource development, on the other, are disconnected, not
articulated in a holistic manner. In order to respond to the pertinent
call for more synergies amongst those normative developments in the
field, this article utilised the methodological approaches employed by
the ILC’s work on the “fragmentation of international law” and the
ILA’s work on the “principle of integration” as one principle relating
to sustainable development. Having identified the legal foundation of
such an integrative principle for the sustainable use of Arctic resour-
ces, this article demonstrates that sustainability can be posited as an
interstitial principle, with a normative force of integration that would
function to forge the relevant and evolving norms applicable in the
specific context of Arctic mineral resource development towards
an integral, coherent whole. The legal institution of Arctic EIA, as
developed by the Arctic Council documents, provides a useful tool
in articulating the integrative function of the sustainability principle
at the international normative level. However, it is distinctly limited in
its ability to effectively integrate human and Indigenous rights per-
spectives into the international law of Arctic mineral resource
development.
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(Ed.),The Rio Declaration on Environment andDevelopment: ACommentary
(pp. 451–470). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Gautier, D. L., Bird, K., Charpentier, R., Grantz, A., Houseknecht, D.,
Klett, T., : : : Wandrey, C. (2009). Assessment of undiscovered oil and
gas in the Arctic. Science, 324(5931), 1175–1179.
Harland, B. (2019). Arctic Economic Council: A Resource for Business
Development in the Arctic. PCRC Working Paper No. 11. http://www.
research.kobe-u.ac.jp/gsics-pcrc/pdf/PCRCWPS/PCRC_11_Harland.pdf
(accessed 1 May 2020).
Humrich, C. (2017). Sustainable development in Arctic international environ-
mental cooperation and the governance of hydrocarbon-related activities. In
C. Pelaudeix & E.M. Basse (Eds.), Governance of Arctic Offshore Oil and Gas
(pp. 31–46). Abington: Routledge.
ICC (2009). Inuit Circumpolar Council. A Circumpolar Inuit Declaration on
Sovereignty in the Arctic. https://iccalaska.org/wp-icc/wp-content/uploads/
2016/01/Signed-Inuit-Sovereignty-Declaration-11x17.pdf (accessed 1 May
2020).
ICC (2011). Inuit Circumpolar Council. A Circumpolar Inuit Declaration on
Resource Development Principles in Inuit Nunaat. https://iccalaska.org/
wp-icc/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Declaration-on-Resource-Development-
A4-folder-FINAL.pdf (accessed 1 May 2020).
ICJ (1995). International Court of Justice Reports. Case concerning East Timor
(Portugal v. Australia), Judgment of 30 June 1995, pp. 90–106.
ICJ (1997). International Court of Justice Reports. Gabčíkovo-Nagymaros
Project (Hungary/Slovakia), Judgment of 25 September 1997, pp. 88–119.
ICJ (2004). International Court of Justice Reports. Legal consequences of the
construction of a wall in the occupied Palestinian territory, Advisory opinion
of 9 July 2004, pp. 136–203.
ICJ (2010). International Court of Justice Reports. Pulp Mills on the River
Uruguay (Argentina v. Uruguay), Judgment of 20 April 2010.
ICJ (2019), International Court of Justice Reports. Legal consequences of the
separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965, Advisory
opinion of 25 February 2019. https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/169/
169-20190225-01-00-EN.pdf (accessed 1 May 2020).
ILC (2006). International Law Commission. Report of the Study Group on
Fragmentation of International Law: Difficulties arising from the diversifica-
tion and expansion of international law. UN Doc. A/CN.4/L.682.
ILA (2002). International LawAssociation. NewDelhi Declaration of Principles
of International Law relating to Sustainable Development, Resolution
3/2002, Annex. Report of the Seventieth Conference held in New Delhi
2–6 April 2002, pp. 22–29.
ILA (2006). International Law Association. Report of the Committee on
International Law on Sustainable Development. Report of the Seventy-second
Conference held in Toronto, 4–8 June 2006, pp. 467–513.
ILA (2012). International Law Association. 2012 Sofia Guiding Statements on
the Judicial Elaboration of the 2002 New Delhi Declaration of Principles of
International Law relating to Sustainable Development. Report of the
Seventy-fifth Conference held in Sofia, August 2012, pp. 821–867.
ILO (1989). International Labour Organisation. Convention concerning
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples in Independent Counties. Adopted 27 June
1989 and entered into force 5 September 1991. https://www.ilo.org/dyn/
normlex/en/f?p=NORMLEXPUB:12100:0:NO:P12100_ILO_CODE:C169
(accessed 1 May 2020).
Inagaki, O., & Shibata, A. (2018). Hajimeni [Introduction]. In Hokkyoku
Kokusaiho-chitsujo no Tenbo [Towards an International Legal Order in
the Arctic] (pp. i–vii). Tokyo: Toshindo (In Japanese).
Inuvik Declaration (1996). Inuvik Declaration on Environmental Protection
and Sustainable Development in the Arctic. Adopted by the eight Arctic
States on 21 March 1996. https://iea.uoregon.edu/treaty-text/1996-inuvik
declarationenvironmentalprotectionsustainabledevelopmentarcticentxt
(accessed 1 May 2020).
Jakobsen, I. U. (2014). Extractive industries in Arctic: The international legal
framework for the protection of the environment. Nordic Environmental
Law Journal, 2014(1), 39–52.
Johnstone, R. L. (2015). Offshore Oil and Gas Development in the Arctic under
International Law: Risk and Responsibility. Leiden: Brill Publishers.
Johnstone, R. L. (2020). The impact of international law on natural resource gov-
ernance in Greenland. Polar Record, 56. doi: 10.1017/S0032247419000287.
Johnstone, R. L., & Hansen, A. M. (2020). Regulation of Extractive Industries:
Community Engagement in the Arctic. Abingdon: Routledge.
Kidd, M. (2016). Minerals. In E. Morgera & K. Kulovesi (Eds.), Research
Handbook on International Law and Nature Resources (pp. 327–348).
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Kiruna Declaration (2013). Kiruna Declaration on the occasion of the Eighth
Ministerial Meeting of the Arctic Council. Adopted on 15 May 2013.
Kobayashi, T. (2020). Sustainable resource development in the Arctic: Using
export trade agreements to restrict environmentally harmful subsidies.
Polar Record, 56. doi: 10.1017/S0032247419000524.
Koivurova, T. (2002). Environmental Impact Assessment in the Arctic: A Study
of International Legal Norms. Farnham: Ashgate Publishing.
Koivurova, T. (2008). Transboundary environmental assessment in the Arctic.
Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 26(4), 265–275.
Koivurova, T. (2016). Arctic resources: Exploitation of natural resources in
the Arctic from the perspective of international law. In E. Morgera &
K. Kulovesi (Eds.), Research Handbook on International and Natural
Resources (pp. 349–365). Cheltenham: Edgard Elgar Publishing.
Koivurova, T. (2017). Framing the problem in Arctic offshore hydrocarbon
exploitation. In C. Pelaudeix & E.M. Basse (Eds.), Governance of Arctic
Offshore Oil and Gas (pp. 19–30). Abington: Routledge.
Koivurova, T., & Hossain, K. (2012). Hydrocarbon development in the
offshore Arctic: Can it be done sustainably? Oil, Gas & Energy Law, 2, 1–29.
Kokko, K., Buanes, A., Koivurova, T., Masloboev, V., & Pettersson, M.
(2015). Sustainable mining, local communities and environmental
regulation. Barents Studies, 2(1), 51–81.
Langhelle, O., Blindheim, B. -T., & Øygarden, O. (2008). Framing oil and gas
in the Arctic from a sustainable development perspective. In A. Mikkelsen &
O. Langhelle (Eds.), Arctic Oil and Gas: Sustainability at Risk? (pp. 15–44).
Abington: Routledge.
Lim, K. S. (2020). Soft law instruments on Arctic investment and sustainable
development. Polar Record, 56. doi: 10.1017/S0032247420000108.
Lowe, V. (1999). Sustainable development and unsustainable arguments.
In A. Boyle & D. Freestone (Eds.), International Law and Sustainable
Development (pp. 19–37). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lowe, V. (2000). The politics of law-making: Are the method and character of
norm creation changing? In M. Byers (Ed.), The Role of Law in International
Politics: Essay in International Relations and International Law (pp. 207–226).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
MOPPR Agreement (2013). Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil
Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic, with Appendixes, signed
8 A. Shibata and R. Chuffart




6&isAllowed=y (accessed 1 May 2020).
Ottawa Declaration (1996). Ottawa declaration on the establishment of the
Arctic Council and Joint communique of the governments of the Arctic
countries on the establishment of the Arctic Council. Adopted by the eight
Arctic States on 19 September 1996. https://oaarchive.arctic-council.org/
bitstream/handle/11374/85/EDOCS-1752-v2-ACMMCA00_Ottawa_1996_
Founding_Declaration.PDF?sequence=5&isAllowed=y (accessed 1 May
2020).
PCA (2005). Permanent Court of Arbitration case 2003–02 in the Arbitration
regarding the Iron Rhine (Ijzeren Rijn) Railway between the Kingdom of
Belgium and the Kingdom of the Netherlands. Award of 24 May 2005.
Report of International Arbitral Awards, XXVII, pp. 35–125.
PCA (2016). Permanent Court of Arbitration Case No. 2013-19 in the matter of
the South China Sea Arbitration. An Arbitral tribunal constituted under
Annex VII to the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(The Republic of the Philippines and the People’s Republic of China),
Award of 12 July 2016.
Petrov, A. N., BurnSilver, S., Chapin III, F. S., Fondahl, G., Graybill, J. K.,
Keil, K., : : : Schweitzer, P. (2017). Arctic Sustainability Research: Past,
Present and Future. Abington: Routledge.
Pram Gad, U., & Strandsbjerg, J. (2019). The Politics of Sustainability
in the Arctic: Reconfigurating Identity, Space, and Time. Abingdon:
Routledge.
Sander, G. (2016). International legal obligations for environmental assessment
and strategic environmental assessment in the Arctic Ocean. International
Journal of Marine and Coastal Law, 31(1), 88–119.
Schrijver, N. (1997). Sovereignty over Natural Resources: Balancing Rights and
Duties. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Soini, T. (2019). Statement by the Chair, Minister for Foreign Affairs of
Finland, Timo Soini, on the occasion of the Eleventh Ministerial Meeting
of the Arctic Council, Rovaniemi, 6–7 May 2019. https://arctic-council.org/
images/PDF_attachments/Rovaniemi-Statement-from-the-chair_FINAL_
840AM-7MAY.pdf (accessed 1 May 2020).
Talus, K. (2016). Oil and gas: International petroleum regulations. In E.
Morgera & K. Kulovesi (Eds.), Research Handbook on International Law
and Nature Resources (pp. 243–260). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Tladi, D. (2007). Sustainable Development in International Law: An Analysis of
Key Enviro-Economic Instruments. Cape Town: Pretoria University Law
Press.
UNCLOS (1982). United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. Adopted
10December 1982 and entered into force 16 November 1994.UnitedNations
Treaty Series, 1833, 3.
United Nations (1962). United Nations General Assembly Resolution
1803 (XVII) on Permanent Sovereignty of Natural Resources. UN Doc.
A/5217.
United Nations (1974). United Nations General Assembly Resolution 3281
(XXIX) on Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States. UN Doc.
A/9631.
United Nations (1992). United Nations Rio Declaration on Environment and
Development. Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development. UN Doc. A/CONF.151/26 (Vol. I).
United Nations (2002). United Nations Johannesburg Declaration on
Sustainable Development of 4 September 2002. UN Doc. A/CONF/199/20.
United Nations (2007). United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples. Adopted on 13 September 2007. UNGA Res. A/69/295.
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